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: LAKE COUNTY
.LCDU Director- Rick Mar-.
tm addressed the'issue of
rcury, entering the wa-
tersupplyand the expense..
-of having to: try to remove;
I it durm'g the water’ tert
“ment] process.
““We'are not:a ma;or
5 generator of} mcrcury, ob-
.| viously, weare d receiver
| of mercury ‘irito. our sys-
o ‘-‘ tems "he said! “They

‘batteries:and’otlier ite
| ‘which could affe the'
; vu-onmem advexsely

‘educational progrim was'
] -’create tossurvey and edu-
. cate-jbusmesses in the

-.coux_l, aboutkeepmgmer

" tem There was Sorne con-

| cern'dentilpractices rmght
‘have beens contributing,
bur. surveys: indicate- |
ydentistsarenotus- |-
~ing mercurym their prac-
4tid :

" “That .variance was
gramcd becauselkwe pro 5

tan that'says it's an: envi.[:

ronmental impact,” Martin

s:ud “The mcrcuryxs com; -
from ram events ”

ook at' the sources;of .-
mercury, poﬂuuon that it
‘was unfair to place the'buir:-
| ‘den-of responsibility' on;
water treatment facilities.
... The county plants do |
rnzmage to remove about
.99 percentofthe mefeury
- from the water that comes.
BUE HOWCVCI‘ the, cost for:
: complete removal would: |
be expenswe .Mattin said
he ‘was told the EPA esti: -
+matedithe cost:of remoy- .
“ingone pound of mercury
‘ from ‘wastewiter : to -be.
about $10 xmlhon




